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1. Introduction
A Sem inar on Interpret i ng R es earch was hel d in Aarhus (Denm ark), from 20t h
t o 2 5th January 1997. Henni ng Nøl ke and Dani el Gi l e had worked for many
m ont hs t o b ri ng toget her an int ernati onal lecturi ng team, repres ent at i ve of
cont emporary t hought in Int erpret i ng St udi es worl dwi de. Wi t h ei ght lect urers on
t he t eam and the num ber of part i ci pant s li m i t ed to twenty-fi ve, it was obvi ous 
from the out s et t hat there woul d be am pl e scope for int eract i on and di s cus s ion. In
t he event , expect at i ons were more than ful fi l led, one cont ri but ory fact or in thi s 
res pect b ei ng that al l members of the lect uri ng team remai ned wi t h the group
t hroughout the week. Far from the clas s i c congres s si t uat i on where speakers rarel y
s i t i n on ot her ses s i ons than thei r own, al l the lect urers were keen to li s ten to
what thei r col l eagues had t o say and cont ri bute to the di s cus s i on whi ch invari abl y
fol l owed. T he inform al peer revi ew whi ch em erged proved one of the mos t 
i ns t ruct i ve a s pect s of the week, wi th prai s e and cri t i cis m di s pensed in a
purposeful , const ruct i ve spi ri t rat her than as a token ges t ure. 
The l ect uri ng team com pri sed, as Inst ruct ors , Henni ng Nøl ke, Depart m ent of
F rench, Aarhus School of Bus i nes s ; Dani el Gi l e, Uni vers it é Lum i ère Lyon 2 and
IS IT, P ari s ; Ingri d Kurz, Depart m ent of Trans lat i on and Int erpret ing, Uni vers i t y
of V i enna; and Sonj a Ti rkkonen-C ondit , Savonl inna School of Trans lat i on
S t udi es , S avonl inna (F i nl and). The team was com pl et ed by As s i s t ant Ins t ruct ors 
Wi l l i am I s ham , Depart m ent of Li ngui st i cs , Uni vers i t y of New Mexi co, 
Al buquerque; F ranz Pöchhacker, Depart m ent of Trans l at i on and Int erpret i ng, 
Uni vers i t y o f Vienna; Mi riam Shl es i nger, Depart m ent of Trans l at i on and
Int erpret i ng, Bar Il an Univers i t y, Tel Avi v; and Ceci l i a Wadens j ö, Depart m ent of
C om m uni cat i on S tudi es , Li nköpi ng Univers i t y (Sweden). The Sem i nar (s ee
program m e) w as organi s ed and hos t ed by the Aarhus School of Bus i nes s , a
uni vers i t y cent re wi t h a Facul t y of M odern Languages , int erpret i ng cours es and a
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doct oral programm e. Though the event was int ended mai nl y for Ph. D. st udent s 
wi t h res earch p roj ect s on int erpret ing, int erpret i ng teachers and pract i s i ng
i nt erpret ers interes t ed in int erpreti ng res earch were als o encouraged to appl y. 
2. General research issues
The first day, at the Aarhus School of Business, provided a general
introduction to research principles, strategies and issues. Participants were
welcomed by Karen M. Lauridsen, Dean of the Faculty of Modern Languages at
Aarhus, after which the morning's proceedings were led by Henning Nølke and
Daniel Gile. This tandem arrangement allowed alternation between the
essentially complementary approaches of the two speakers, with Nølke
pinpointing the prerequisites for scientific research and Gile stating his equally
firm insistence on the burden of proof shouldered by the "practisearchers" who
combine research interests with professional and teaching activities. While the
speakers obviously differ in how and why they entered the field of interpreting
research, both were unswerving in their insistence on rigorous, clear reasoning.
Issues discussed during this first morning were: definitions of science
(Nølke); the requirements for individual research efforts (Gile); classification of
fundamental research approaches (Nølke); facts, data and theory (Nølke); and
the role of inferential statistics (Gile).
The opening presentation by Henning Nølke, a linguistics scholar and Head
of the French Department at Aarhus, highlighted the criteria on the basis of
which the researcher's approach can be considered truly scientific (carefully
planned, systematic, impartial, logical, critical, open to sharing of knowledge,
communicative). The contributions to research afforded by observation,
theorising, explanation and description were all briefly discussed, the message
being that, whatever the approach or focus, the researcher cannot eschew the
basic criteria on which work is judged as science or mere speculation. The
second of Nølke's three contributions to this opening session offered a concise
guide to the dichotomies customarily used for the classification of scientific
research (i.e. the distinction between basic and applied; deductive and inductive;
observational and experimental; analytical and holistic), explaining the
advantages and limitations of each approach. The current emphasis on more
empirical research in Interpreting Studies was clearly identified. Finally, in his
third presentation of the morning, Nølke explained why it is in practice artificial
to maintain a rigid vision of facts, data and theory as mutually exclusive
definitions, further developing his remarks from the first part of the morning on
the advantages of combining "naturalistic" research (no theory-driven
interference with objective observation) and deductive reasoning (more targeted
research, less subject to cluttering with extraneous detail). An exclusively
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naturalistic approach runs the risk of eschewing all control or selectivity, while
"pure" experimentation can involve the equally insidious danger of focusing
excessively (or even irrelevantly!) on isolated phenomena.
Daniel Gile's presentations during this opening session defined the type of
goal that a researcher, even if short on experience, can realistically set out to
achieve. Gile argues that the accent should be firmly placed on the concrete
priorities which can help the aspiring researcher see the wood rather than merely
flounder among the trees. Points to underline in this respect include sensitivity
to local/national research/publication practice; scope for innovative ideas and
methods, irrespective of results, even with small projects; and the potential role
of replication, both as a legitimate complement to existing studies and as a form
of practice for the less experienced researcher. In the final presentation of the
morning, Gile examined the usefulness of inferential statistics, though
cautioning the uninitiated on the need for expert guidance.
During the afternoon, the introductory session continued with advice from
Gile on the importance of criticism during the drafting of a thesis or report, the
need for careful choice of project and the role of interdisciplinary research. The
comments on criticism afforded an example of the speaker's insistence on
balanced analysis, including a discussion of the need to recognize and place in
perspective reasons other than valid scientific objections which might incur
negative comment from a research supervisor. The talk also addressed possible
sources of error, the benefits of constructive criticism at the right time, the
usefulness of knowing who can best offer this and the question of whether
criticism necessarily calls for a justification of the points it challenges.
Gile then shifted the focus to his second topic of the afternoon, the reading
of scientific papers and theses. Here again, the analysis proved exhaustive and
stimulating, with the accent on the need to identify clearly what one is looking
for. This implies bearing clearly in mind from the outset whether the papers are
to be read as a potential source of information, as the basis for inclusion in a
review or bibliography, as a means of learning from other researchers' strengths
and weaknesses, or with a view to providing authors with feedback in the form
of reports and suggestions. Various points to be assessed were discussed in
detail.
Concerning the choice of research project, Gile examined the various issues
involved in feasibility, again stressing the learning value of projects with simple
objectives and methods. This part of the session closed with a brief review of
the criteria ensuring consistency and clarity in scientific writing, such as well
defined planning and objectives, coherent reasoning, careful checking of facts
and citations, explicit statement of sources, overall clarity in stating one's case,
an appropriate space/value ratio to ensure that the length of each section is
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commensurate with its importance to the study as a whole, careful checking of
the bibliography, and attention to details of format and presentation.
The last part of the session raised the issue of interdisciplinarity. Here, while
willingness to range across conventional epistemological frontiers was
encouraged, participants were cautioned against doing so too hastily. Failure to
recognise this can mean the embarrassment of finding one's knowledge is
patchy, or of playing second fiddle to peers from more prestigious, longer
established disciplines. The basic message was that, if prior homework is not
neglected, interdisciplinary work is a rewarding experience.
3. The relevance of Translation Studies
From the second day, proceedings continued at a residential teaching centre
a few kilometres outside Aarhus. Here, the initial session included presentations
by Sonja Tirkkonen-Condit, Ingrid Kurz and Bill Isham. In her opening
presentation, Sonja Tirkkonen-Condit presented a comprehensive account of the
differences between three well established movements in translation studies: the
"linguistic" approach (exemplified by Catford or by the Leipzig School), the
"historical-descriptive" approach (as in the work of Toury or of Nord) and the
"new" integrated approach (examples of which are provided by the work of Pym
and Mossop). Tirkkonen-Condit complemented this overview with what she
dismissed as her "shopping list" for the newcomer to Translation Studies – a
detailed hand-out showing how each of the different approaches to the discipline
can be broken down in terms of its attitude to a number of key issues
(epistemology, conception of language, relevant linguistics, etc.). The last part
of the presentation gave particular emphasis to the "prototypical" concept so
characteristic of the "integrated" approach, identifying this as a means of
reconciling prescriptive and descriptive perspectives on translation.
Sonja Tirkkonen-Condit addressed the group again during the afternoon
session of the second day, this time on the subject of the "Think Aloud
Protocols" ("TAP") by which the translator's thoughts and hesitations regarding
the translation process are explicitly stated. The use of these protocols highlights
the translator's self-questioning in the linguistic no-man's-land between
competence and performance, or between Toury's "adequacy" and
"acceptability". Obviously, the analysis must distinguish between "routine" and
"non-routine" translation tasks (with which the translator understandably feels
more diffident), as well as between the "prototypical" production of
professionals and amateurs. Among the research projects which have thrown
interesting light on such questions are a number of protocol studies on Finnish
and English in theses defended at Savonlinna. While acknowledging the
limitation that these protocols can obviously not go beyond conscious
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introspection, the speaker's concluding remarks underlined their value as a
means of identifying the often conflicting priorities of faithfulness to the source
text, compliance with target language norms and, last but emphatically not least,
the constraints of the translator's brief. In this respect, the TAP methodology
addresses issues potentially relevant to interpreting research.
4. The advantages of interdisciplinarity and some examples
The remaining two presentations of the second day were by Ingrid Kurz and
Bill Isham, both representing the link between interpreting studies and
psychology. Ingrid Kurz addressed the subject of interdisciplinary research,
proposing the Socratic term "maieutic" to define the potential contribution of
interpreting studies to the emergence of innovative research in fields such as
cognitive psychology, communication sciences, sociolinguistics or artificial
intelligence. Indeed, Kurz's professional training and experience afford her a
vantage point which encompasses interpreting, interpreter training and cognitive
psychology. Her arguments for an interdisciplinary approach to interpreting
studies are thus based on personal experience. Relevant points highlighted in
this presentation included "procedural" and "declarative" knowledge, "top-
down" processing in the assimilation of discourse or text, and the mnemonic
role of "chunking". Kurz identified the psychological interest of interpreter
training, with particular reference to albeit controversial techniques such as
shadowing, interpreting while counting or performing simple mathematical
tasks, controlled décalage, "cloze testing" and intralingual interpretation
(paraphrasing). The final part of the presentation included a retrospective glance
at the speaker's 1969 doctoral thesis, still an acknowledged landmark as the first
by a practising interpreter in the then little explored field of Interpreting Studies.
B i l l I s ham ' s pres ent at i on mai nt ai ned the focus on the pot ent i al synergy
bet ween int erpret i ng st udies and cogni t i ve ps ychol ogy. The speaker fi rs t pres ent ed
a num ber of rem arks on the defi ni t i on, epi s t emol ogy and mai n com ponent s of
cogni ti ve s ci ence. Is ham ' s pres ent ati on al s o provi ded a com pl em ent to the
previ ous day' s ses s i ons on sci ence, in that it exam i ned cent ral res earch concept s 
regardi ng t he dis t i nct i on bet ween dependent and independent vari abl es , the need
t o m ake al l owance for a "noi s y" environm ent and the rol e of experim ent al or
s t at i st i cal control s . Another poi nt on whi ch Is ham ' s pres ent at i on com pl em ented
Henni ng N øl ke' s rem arks of the previous day was the pri nci pl e, seem i ngl y
paradoxi cal t o the uns ci ent i fi c mi nd, that a "s t rong" theory should be pot ent i al l y
fal s i fi abl e; b y cont ras t , a theory leavi ng no room for tes t i ng (whi ch mi ght 
ul t i m at el y d i s prove it ) cannot cont ri but e to the sys t em at i c advancem ent of
s ci enti fi c k nowledge. Is ham al s o hi ghl i ght ed the need to focus on speci fi c
vari abl es am i ds t the overal l com pl exi t y of the int erpreti ng process , as a means of
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ens uring s ys t em at i c generat i on and tes t i ng of hypot hes es. The is s ue of
s i gni fi cance t est i ng was al s o address ed, the ext ent of a phenom enon bei ng
appreci at ed i n pers pect i ve onl y if sam pl e si ze is appropri at e. Thus , a sm al l effect 
i n a sm al l sam ple is not in it s el f inform at i ve; accordi ng to whet her the effect 
i ncreas es or si mpl y di s appears in the cont ext of a larger sam pl e, i t s true ext ent can
be bett er appreci at ed. Fi nal l y, wi t h regard to li ngui s t ic act i vi t y and int erpret at i on,
t he speaker focus ed on the concept of ment al or cogni t i ve load and of the need to
reconci l e t he confl i ct i ng dem ands of mem ory and repres ent at i on on li m i t ed
cogni ti ve res ources . 
The programme for the morning of Wednesday 23rd January comprised
three lectures, two by the previous day's speakers (Kurz and Isham) and one, on
the relevance of sociolinguistic paradigms, by Cecilia Wadensjö. The afternoon
was dedicated to two round tables, the first on issues in interdisciplinary
research, the second on the use of research literature.
In t he day' s openi ng lect ure, Ingri d Kurz gave an account of el ectro-
encephal ographi c ( EEG) st udi es on sim ul t aneous int erpreti ng, exam ini ng the
t heoret i cal b ackground, met hodol ogy and current st at us of thi s research. Com-
pl em ent i ng her rem arks of the previ ous day on an int erdis ci pl i nary approach, the
s peaker acknowl edged t he inval uabl e sci ent i fi c and met hodol ogi cal input pro-
vi ded by P rofes sor Hel l m uth Pet s che of Vi enna Uni vers i t y' s Ins t i t ut e of Neuro-
phys i ol ogy. The at fi rs t si ght "art ifi ci al " use of ment al trans l ati on, as oppos ed to
act ual i nt erpreti ng (t o avoi d mus cl e art i fact s in the EEG res ul t i ng from arti cu-
l at ory m ovem ent s), does not seem to prevent clear experim ent al confi rm at i on of
di fferences i n cerebral lat eral i zat ion for languages A and B. (S i mi l ar conclus i ons 
were drawn previous l y by Laura Gran and Franco Fabbro from st udi es invol vi ng
di choti c l i s t ening and fi nger-t appi ng. ) Kurz st res s ed that the interes t of the EEG
i m ages i s not res t ri ct ed to ident i fyi ng the regi ons invol ved in the trans l ati on
process , but al so gi ves a t el l i ng indi cat i on of int erhemi s pheri c connect i vi ty. 
In the second talk of the morning, Bill Isham commented on the interest of
signed languages for interpreting research. Isham's professional experience as an
interpreter of ASL (American Sign Language) and his research activities at the
University of New Mexico place him among the "practisearchers" exemplified
by Ingrid Kurz and Daniel Gile; a varied academic background also affords him
access to the thick of the interdisciplinary fray, with the advantage of a foot in
both the linguistics and cognitive science camps. The speaker presented his
observations on the differing degrees of verbal recall by interpreters according
to whether their medium of expression is speech or gesture (i.e., in working
towards signed language). The data from the experiment described show less
verbal recall in spoken language interpreters than their signed language
counterparts. Isham tentatively suggests, as a possible explanation, the need for
spoken language interpreters to divide listening attention between the source
The Aarhus Seminar on Interpreting Research 175
discourse and feedback of their own production – signed language obviously not
competing for any such aural monitoring. Also of interest in this presentation
was the demonstration of why ASL is linguistically far more complex than
signed English, meaning the gestured representation of individual words and/or
their spelling. Isham's research has, in fact, contrasted the two against the
background of the meaning-based/form-based distinction.
5. Other approaches and perspectives: recent/ongoing doctoral studies
Duri ng t he fi nal part of the morni ng, Ceci l i a Wadens j ö gave an account of
how dis cours e anal ys i s affords ins i ght int o the rol e of the int erpret er as medi at or. 
The p res ent at i on offered an exam pl e of a vi able res earch area wi t hi n whi ch to
i dent ify P h. D. proj ect s , bei ng bas ed on the speaker' s 1992 doct orat e. Wadensj ö' s 
i nducti ve st udy of how a Swedi s h poli ce ins pect or, a Russ i an-s peaki ng defendant 
and t hei r int erpret er each make sense of verbal int eracti on from thei r res pect i ve
poi nt s o f vi ew rem i nded part i ci pant s that not al l int erpret i ng research need be
concerned wi t h t he worki ngs of the so-cal l ed "bl ack box". Wadens j ö began by
cl ari fyi ng t he di fferences bet ween the concepts of language as text product ion by
t he speaker and as a form of int eract i on, hi ghl i ght i ng the advi s abi l i t y of bal anci ng
t he t wo a pproaches . The reas ons for not rel yi ng excl us i vel y on a "di s cours e as 
t ext " anal ys i s w ere ident ifi ed as threefol d: com prehens ion pres uppos es act i ve
part i ci pat i on by the li s t ener; purely li ngui s ti c anal ys is may mi s s the poi nt of the
focal event of int eract i on; and the "di s cours e as text " approach ri s ks spi l li ng over
i nt o val ue judgment s on com pl i ance wi t h a "norm at i ve" concept i on of language. 
In Wadens j ö' s exam pl e, the int erpreter is no les s invol ved than the defendant and
pol i ce offi cer in what Goffm an-bas ed term i nol ogy refers to as the "part i ci pat i on
fram ework"; li ke them , the int erpreter thus est abl i s hes a "foot i ng" whi ch indi cat es 
whet her and how (s )he takes res pons ibi l i t y for the progres s i on and cont ent of thei r
verbal int eract ion. 
The afternoon of the third day was dedicated to two round tables, on issues
in interdisciplinary research and the reading of scientific papers. The first of
these discussions featured a number of observations on the epistemology of
interpreting studies and the consequent need for interpreting research to be at
least partly based on a solid interdisciplinary footing. The second round table
offered advice on the scientific literature, with reference above all to theses and
journals.
The f ourt h day of the Sem inar began wi t h tal ks by Franz Pöchhacker and
M i ri am S hl es i nger, who both gave a bri ef account of their res earch int eres t s. 
P öchhacker' s openi ng com m ent s on hi s earl y experi ence of int erpreti ng res earch –
com pl et e wi t h wry but perti nent caricat ures – were appreci at ed not onl y for the
s ci enti fi c r i gour of the work pres ent ed, but al s o for the hones t , bal anced
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encouragem ent o ffered. The tal k included a brief account of how Pöchhacker
col l ect ed t he corpus for hi s 1992 doct oral thes i s , wi t h an expl anat i on of the
funct ional i s t t heoret i cal approach on whi ch the anal ys i s was bas ed. One exampl e
P öchhacker chos e to il l us trat e hi s "funct i onali s t " approach was that of expli ci t l y
profess i onal o r academ i c form s of addres s such as "Doct or" or "P rofes s or", 
es chewed by E ngli s h language del egates at the congres s anal ys ed but prom pt l y
i nt roduced by the Germ an language int erpret ers. By bri efl y com m enti ng on the
epi s t em ol ogi cal s et t i ng of hi s res earch, the speaker al so il l us t rat ed how studi es 
can act ual l y be defi ned in term s of the "bas i c"/ "appl i ed", "t heoret i cal "/ "em pi ri cal "
and o ther di chotom i es menti oned during the week. In addit i on to its int ri ns ic
s ci enti fi c i nt eres t , Franz Pöchhacker' s pres ent at i on compl em ent ed Ceci l i a
Wadensj ö' s as an exam pl e of a rel at ivel y recent doct orate. Dani el Gi l e, whi le not 
ques t ioni ng t he sci ent i fi c qual i t y of the work, expres s ed the res ervat i on that 
t rans cri bi ng a nd then analys i ng an ent i re three-day techni cal conference is a
form i dabl y labour-i nt ens i ve lead-i n for a doctoral proj ect . 
M i ri am S hl es i nger' s tal k al s o provi ded an exampl e of research towards a
doct orat e, offeri ng a cl ear, si m pl e and acces si bl e account of the speaker' s work. 
Aft er s om e int roduct ory rem arks on her 1989 M.A. thes i s (exam i ni ng the rel ati ve
pos i t ions o f source and target language speeches on a cont i nuum of st yl e and
regi s ter b et ween oral and form al / l i terary expres s i on), Shl es i nger pres ent ed the
doct orat e work on whi ch she is current l y engaged. The start i ng point for the st udy
i n q ues t i on is the si m pl e synt act i c di fference bet ween the rel at i ve pos i t i ons of
adj ecti ve and s ubs t ant i ve whi ch charact eri s e noun phras es in Engl is h (adj +
s ubs t .) a nd Hebrew (s ubs t . + adj . ). Mi ri am Shles i nger uses thi s difference to
exam i ne t he "worki ng mem ory" of the int erpret er, obl i ged when trans l at i ng from 
Engl i sh i nt o Hebrew to wait for – and trans l ate – the final subs t ant i ve of the
s ource l anguage noun p hrase before act ual l y start i ng to li s t the adj ect i ves in
Hebrew. Thi s means that the int erpret er may be forced to gi ve over cons i derabl e
worki ng mem ory res ources to the st orage of mult i pl e adj ect i ves , placed before the
noun in Engl i s h but neces sari l y aft er it in the Hebrew trans l at i on. In addi ti on to
t hi s a ccount of her own work, Shl es inger em phas i zed her keen, analyt i cal 
approach to ident i fyi ng – and shari ng – res earch topi cs .
6. "All good things ..."
The final sessions of the week included a morning of discussion, in the form
of a round table and a workshop, followed by individual tuition, informal
presentations of research projects by participants2 and final remarks by Daniel
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the Seminar by Elvira Basel, "Research-Based Teaching", in The Jerome
Quarterly, 12/2 (1997: pp. 8-9).
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Gile and Henning Nølke. The subject of the round table was the role of the
research supervisor and of peers in offering criticisms and suggestions, while
the workshop focused on discussion of scientific papers given out at the
beginning of the week. This session, guided by Daniel Gile, was a significant
feature of the week, in that participants were not informed of the authors or
dates of the texts provided for discussion. As in a "blind" wine tasting, there was
thus no reason to hold back because of automatic deference to known names or
vintages. The papers discussed actually included an article, little known to a
mainstream interpreting readership, by one of the Aarhus speakers. Advice
dispensed earlier in the week about seeking – and accepting – criticism was thus
seen not to have been intended in a merely rhetorical spirit!
At the end of the week, the consensus of opinion among participants was
that, in offering guidance for those interested or engaged in postgraduate
research on interpretation, the Aarhus Seminar had made an innovative
contribution to the promotion of Interpreting Studies and to the creation of an
even more broadly based research network, driven by shared values and
personal interaction. Henning Nølke and Daniel Gile are to be thanked for the
work they put into the event, as are the entire team of instructors. Helle Dam,
Friedel Dubslaff, Bodil Martinsen and Anne Schjoldager deserve credit not only
for handling the organisational requirements prompted by such an event, but
also for helping create a hospitable atmosphere conducive both to study and to
informal discussion.
Though the message of the Seminar cannot be fairly represented in a few
words, great emphasis was placed on the need to appreciate the dangers of
sweeping, intuitive conclusions and to maintain a responsible, critical attitude to
received wisdom. Another important message was the timely reminder,
throughout the week, of how the relationship with a research supervisor should
be centred on a two-way input.
In conclusion, it is to be hoped that the Aarhus organisers will schedule
similar events again and that a future edition will be organised for another group
of potential Interpreting Studies Ph.D. candidates. Though participation in the
1997 Seminar was by no means limited to those actually involved in doctoral
projects, perhaps it could also be useful in future to offer a course more
specifically for teachers of interpreting who have had no opportunity to engage
in research or, indeed, for interpreters without academic affiliations. Possibly
different user groups could even be accommodated together, though this would
obviously require careful thinking as to how sessions could be differentiated and
co-ordinated to fulfil differing requirements.
F or t hos e who part i ci pat ed in the 1997 event , the benefit of Aarhus cont i nues 
t o be appreci at ed a s the les s ons learnt becom e more ful ly as s i m i l at ed and new
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res earch c ont ri but i ons em erge, broadeni ng of sci ent i fi c cont act s bei ng a
prerequi s i t e for the cont inui ng devel opm ent of Int erpreti ng St udi es . 
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